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High Temperature Aquifer Thermal Energy Storage
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~ 1(:;U Delft IWR
LT-ATES: Conduction

Geometry:
A/V = AREA / VOLUME
Optimal at L/Ry, = 2

Energy loss fraction

A/V 3

Bloemendal, M., & Hartog, N. (2018). Analysis of the impact of storage conditions on the thermal recovery
efficiency of low-temperature ATES systems. Geothermics, 17, 306-319. doi:10.1016/j.geothermics.2017.10.009
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HT-ATES: +Buoyancy
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Impact of storage geometry
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Energy loss... thermal impact
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Thermal impact — year 1
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Thermal impact — year 50
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Subsurface is heterogeneous at multiple scales
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Impact of heterogeneity
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— Fieldwork: determine subsurface properties 1'fu Delft ¥WPR
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Conclusions
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